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GENIVAR 

OS-09-143-11-0S 

April 14, 2010 

Phil Dwyer, Manager, Public Works 
Town of South Bruce Peninsula 
Box 310, 315 George Street 
Wiarton, ON NOH 2TO 

Re: Class Environmental Assessment 
Sauble Beach Sewer System 

Dear Mr. Dwyer: 

As we have discussed, I would appreciate if you could includa this letter in tha package for next week's 
Committee of the Whole meeting on Tuesday, April 20, 2010. 

As I believe council is aware, we have received the attached draft letter dated April 1, 2010 from Mr. Bill 
Armstrong. who is the Regional Environmental Planner for the Ministry of the Environment In the London, 
Ontario office. His position includes the review of all Class Environmental Assessments in Grey and 
Bruce Counties, among other areas in Southwestern Ontario. 

He has a long involvament with our project. As per the attached letter, he suggests fairly strongly on 
Page 2 that we consider re-opening the Class Environmental Assessment based on the change in peak 
sewage flows which we propose the sewage treatment plant be rated for. 

This issue has been reviewed extenSively. In the Class Environmental Assessment document, In only 
one location and in only one table, the report Indicatas the peak flow from the collection system would be 
41 LIs. This flow rate did not include internal flows at the treatment plant. As per our recent design 
report, we increased this estimate of peak flow from the collection area to 75 LIs to ensure that we have 
adequate sewage pumping and treatment capacity on peak summer weekends. We also added internal 
flows, i.e. filter baokwash, decant from the sludge digesters at the treatment plant and treatment of stored 
secondary effluent. and added these numbers together to increase the 75 LIs up to 95 LIs. We would 
have had the same type of Internal flows which would have increased the original peak flow of 41 LIs as 
well. 

As well, there has been confusion about the peak discharge to the river. We have written to many parties 
on this issue to comfort them that the peak discharge rate of tertiary treated effluent to the river would be 
only 14 LIs. If we were treating high peak flows for a short period of time a portion of these peak flows 
(after secondary treatment) would be stored on site in the storage cell prior to being re-treated before 
discharge to the river during non-peak periods. I've passed my comments along to Mr. Armstrong in this 
regard that the letter provides no recognition that we will discharge only 14 LIs maximum to the Sauble 
River. 

Nonetheless, in speaking to Mr. Armstrong, while he is loathe to direct our Class EnVironmental 
Assessment proJect, he would be more comfortable to see the Class EnVironmental Assessment "re
opened" based primarily on the peak sewage flow Issue. I concur with his position in part because the 
dilution calculation we did for the Sauble River should likely be revised for a higher average day flow 
which we may encounter for a sustained period In the summer. The lower, year-round annual average 
flow was used for the original dilution calculations. 
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OS-09-143-11-0S 
April 14. 2010 
Mr. Phil Dwyer 

As such. our options are: 

Page 2 

i) To "stay the course" and advise the MOE that simply increasing the peak raw sewage flow to the 
treatment plant Is not a significant change in the Class EA. 

Ii) Re-open the Class Environmental Assessment and evaluate the changes to the economic. social 
and natural environments (including impacts on the Sauble River) which arise by treating a peak 
flow of 75 LIs plus the internal flows. with a maximum of 14 LIs going to the river. As such. we 
would open up the EA again and look at options with the primary locus being on the existing 
design as described in the Design Report. Wa could also review alternative locations where we 
discharge the Iinal effluent to the Sauble River. 

iii) Re-open the Class Environmental Assessment and In addition to looking at our exisllng design. 
we would also "open up" more fully the EA to consider other major alternatives Including 
expanding the sewer collection system (and thus Increasing the average day flow and peak 
sewage flow). As per Option II). we could review alternative locations for discharge of the final 
effluent to the Sauble River. and alternative sites for the wastewater treatment piant as well. 

As we have discussed, one benefit of expanding the sewage collection area is that long-term. the overall 
sewage system becomes more financially sustainable. Particularly for municipal water systems. there 
has been concerns raised in the past that smail municipal water systems are not financially sustainable. 
especially given the Province requiring municipalities 10 prepare financial management plans for their 
water systems (and likely sewage systems in the future) to show that they can be operated and 
maintained and utllmately replaced based on a solid financial plan. This is better achieved if there are a 
relatively large number of homes and businesses hooked up to the system. 

At the meeUng with Council. we should decide as a group how we wish to respond to Mr. Bill Armstrong 
as to whether the municipality intends to "stay the course" with the existing EA or consider "re-openlng" 
the environmental assessment lor review of addilional options. 

As we have discussed. I would ask for an opportunity to make this presentation in front of Council next 
Tuesday at 1 :00 p.m. 

If you have any questions at ail regarding this letter. please do not heSitate to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

GENIVAR Consultants LP 

Cc: Ms. Rhonda Cook 
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